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PREFACE
It has become more apparent within the last one to 
two years that the retail prices for meat, beef in particular, 
have been soaring. The problem takes on added significance 
when one considers that the subject involved is the affluence 
of the American diet. People can, and do, complain about 
high taxes, the environment, the high cost of living, but, 
when one sits down to the dinner table and enjoys a prime 
rib roast, all such complaints seem to be forgotten— life 
appears good indeed! When it is feared, though, that the 
ability to sustain this type of staple is in jeopardy, people 
tend to panic and cry out for reasons and remedies to the 
situation. This, in part, is what happened during the first 
half of 1972, during which time prices for red meat were on 
the rise. Consumers demanded relief and blamed the cattle 
farmer. In an effort to blunt the price rise by increasing 
the supply. President Nixon, on June 26, lifted the restraint 
on voluntary meat import quotas.
It is the purpose of this study to bring to the 
attention of the reader, those facts which may have motivated 
President Nixon. Justification will be sought. Emphasis 
will be placed upon international conditions for it appears 
that the problem, while more strongly felt within this country, 
has global overtones and therefore requires world-wide as
ii
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opposed to inward-looking policies. Opposition to the 
President's decision will also be highlighted in an effort 
to show both sides of the issue. Also, the dilemma of the 
cattle farmer will be investigated. Finally, there will be 
a discussion of a possible solution to help alleviate the 
problem of high beef prices, especially in the lower grade 
cuts of meat— congruent with the stated policy of President 
Nixon. The paper will be limited in scope to the topic of 
beef since it is the principal meat import to this country 
and the principal meat item consumed.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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CHAPTER I
REASONS BEHIND THE LIFTING OF THE MEAT QUOTAS
History of Meat Import Program
The United States is the largest single importer of 
beef and veal, accounting for almost one-third of the world's 
total.^ The most important factor in keeping the United 
States from being a free market for foreign produced meat, 
has been the Meat Import Law (Public Law 88-482) passed in 
August of 1964, (see Appendix I).
The legislation was passed in response to protests 
from domestic producers who wished to hold back rising im­
ports of foreign meat and thus help stabilize meat prices 
which had fallen during 1963 and 1964. The major exporting 
countries were Australia and New Zealand. Finding other world 
markets either closed or subject to import restrictions, they 
diverted large amounts of meat to the United States. Until
that time the United States did not restrict or impede im- 
2ports of meat.
^U.S., Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural 
Service, Foreign Agriculture Circular, (December, 1971), p. 6 .
2U.S., Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural 
Service, Dictionary of International Agricultural Trade (Wash­
ington, D.C.t Government Printing Office, April, 1971), p. I03.
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The Act itself provided a method of determining the 
level of meat imports for a calendar year for fresh, chilled, 
or frozen meat of cattle, goats, and sheep (except lamb) com­
bined. Section 2 (a), of the Act established the original im­
port base level at 7 25 .4 million pounds. An adjusted base 
level was to be determined for each succeeding year based on 
the percentage change in domestic production for that year. 
Such a percentage change was to be based on the estimated pro­
duction for that year averaged with the two preceding years 
and compared to the average commercial production during the 
years 1959 through 1963 inclusive,^ Hence, meat importation 
was to be limited to roughly five percent of domestic produc­
tion, If, for example, domestic production had grown 30 per­
cent over the 1959-1963 averaged production period, the adjust­
ed base level would be I.3 times as great as the original base 
level.
Section 2 (b), required the Secretary of Agriculture 
to estimate and publish meat imports for the calendar year. 
Under Section 2 (c) (1 ), the President was given authorization 
to impose quotas if the import levels estimated by the Secre­
tary of Agriculture exceeded the adjusted base level by 110 
percent for that calendar year. The President was further 
authorized under Section 2 (d), to increase or suspend the 
quota levels if he determined that it was in the best economic 
interests of the country.^
^Meat Import Act. Statutes at Large. Vol. LXXVIII,
(1964).
Ibid.
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The calculation of base and triggering quotas is 
found in Table 1 below.
TABLE 1
CALCULATION OF IMPORT QUOTAS
Adjusted Import
Growth Base, Triggering
Year Base Quota Factor Quota Quota
(Mil. Lbs.) (Mil. Lbs)
1966 725.4 1.227 890.1 979.1
1967 725.4 1.247 904,6 995.0
1968 725.4 1.310 950.3 1,045.3
1969 725.4 1.362 988.0 1,086 .8
1970 725.4 1.377 998.8 1,098.7
1971 725.4 1.413 1,025.0 1,127.5
1972 725.4 1.437 1 ,042 .4 1,146.6
^Current commercial beef, veal and mutton production 
compared to 1959-63 average.
^Base quota times growth factor.
°110?5 of adjusted base quota.
SOURCE: American Meat Institute, Meatfacts 72, (Chicago:
American Meat Institute, 1972).
The first real test of the Law came in I968 when, due
to a mid-year surge in imports, it became apparent that total
imports for the year would exceed the "trigger level" and 
force imposition of the quotas. However, the Administration 
was hesitant about such a move, perhaps in fear of retalia­
tion from other countries in the form of similar restrictions 
to United States farm exports. It was also apparent that the 
demand for meat was there. Consequently, a program was worked
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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out whereby principal meat exporting countries would volun­
tarily restrain their meat shipments to the United States 
for the remainder of 1968 to those levels specified by the 
Department of State. The major exporters, Australia and New 
Zealand, complied with the voluntary restraint program and 
their exports were markedly reduced during the fourth quarter 
of the year. The voluntary restraint program remained in 
effect from 1969 through 1971 with each calendar year’s esti­
mate for total meat imports exceeding the trigger level set 
by the Law.^
There was no exception in 1972. The Secretary of 
Agriculture estimated meat imports at 1,240 million pounds, 
well above the trigger level of 1,146.6 million pounds. There­
fore, the President imposed, then immediately suspended meat 
quotas on March 9. In keeping with past precedent, he dir­
ected that the program of voluntary restraints be negotiated 
with the major exporting countries. This program was designed 
to allow 1,240 million pounds of meat to be imported.^
There had been, however, increasingly higher prices 
of beef at the retail level from the beginning of 1971* For 
the quarter ending in June, 1972, prices were almost 8 cents 
per pound higher than the previous year for choice grade
^Dictionary of International Agricultural Trade, pp.
103-104.
^U.S., Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agriculture. 
(March 20, 1972), p. I3.
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beef.^ This was the motivating factor in the President's 
decision on June 26 to lift the voluntary restraints on meat 
imports, (see Appendix II).
In a statement made by Charles W. Bray, III, State 
Department spokesman, it was the hope of the administration 
that the freeze on voluntary restraints would bring in an 
additional 11 percent over 1971 imports in an effort to drive 
prices down. The announcement followed letters from the 
President to the Secretaries of State and Agriculture (see 
Appendix III) stating his intentions and soliciting their 
help in conveying the United States' wishes to foreign 
suppliers and domestic interest groups.
Contributing Factors
As was mentioned above, one of the major considera­
tions in the lifting of the voluntary quotas was in exerting 
a downward pressure on skyrocketing retail meat prices. Up 
until April, 1972, there had been little formal mention at 
government levels on the subject of meat prices in particu­
lar, or food prices in general. However, for the first 
quarter of 1972, there was a marked jump in price indices from 
fourth quarter 1971 levels. Most prominant of these was the 
"food at home" consumer price index which had jumped over two
Opoints (117.2-119*8) (see Table 2 ). Since red meat is a
^U.S., Department of Agriculture, Livestock and Meat 
Situation. (August, 1972), p. 2 0.
ÛU.S., Department of Agriculture, Demand and Price 
Situation. (August, 1972), p. 2 .
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staple of the American diet, most of the attention was drawn 
to this product. Choice grade beef prices had risen from an 
average of $1.0? per pound during October through December 
1971, to $1 .14 per pound during January through March 1972.9 
Ostensibly, the reason for the inflated prices was 
simply high demand in a relatively inelastic supply picture. 
First quarter statistics showed that the general economic 
recovery was indeed, a reality. Gross National Product, dis­
posable income, investment, and government expenditures all 
increased at quarterly rates which, when projected at an 
annual rate, would outstrip 1971 increases. Also, savings 
rates had started to decline, (see Figure 1 ). Much of this 
can be attributed to longer work weeks, increases in total 
employment, and pay raises for many workers, not to mention 
the beginnings of consumer confidence in the economic recov­
ery. Consequently, consumer outlays for food alone in the 
first quarter were at an annual rate of $121 billion or about 
4 percent over the same period a year e a r l i e r . Most of the 
advance was due, though, to higher prices. However, a healthy 
demand trend was indicated. Couple this with the fact that 
the American consumer's taste in food is characterized by an 
ever-increasing diet of red meat, especially beef, and the 
demand consequences become clearer, (see Table 3 )»^^
^Livestock and Meat Situation, (August, 1972), p. 2 0. 
^^Demand and Price Situation, (May, 1972), p. 6.
^^Livestock and Meat Situation. (August, 1972), p. 18.
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TABLE 2
SELECTED MEASURES OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY
3 "
CD
8
"O'<
(O '
3 "
Item Unit
Year
1971
1970
IV I
1971
II III IV
1972
I 11^
i Wholesale price index.
all commodities 1967=100 113.9 111.0 112.5 113.8 114.7 114.8 117.0 118.2
■nc
3 . Consumer price index.
3 "
(D all items" 1967=100 121.3 118.6 119.5 120.8 122.0 122.7 123.7 124.7
CD
T3
O
All food 1967=100 118 .4 115.2 116.1 118 .4 119.6 119.4 121.6 122.6
Q .
Ca Food at home 1967=100 116.4 113.4 114.1 116.6 117.7 117,2 119.8 120.5
^■preliminary 
^Not seasonally adjusted 
SOURCE* U.S., Department of Agriculture, Demand and Price Situation, August, 1972 p. 2 .
8
Percent-
Personal savings rate
Unemployment rate
0 1— i—
1968 1970 1971
Based on seasonally adjusted data of Departments 
of Commerce and Labor,
^Personal saving as a percentage of disposable 
personal income.
^Preliminary,
SOURCE: U.S., Department of Agriculture, "Demand and
Price Situation," August, 1972, p. 15»
Fig, 1.— Unemployment and savings rates.'
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TABLE 3 
MEAT CONSUMPTION
Pounds per person
Year
January-
June
July-
December Total
Beef
1968 53.9 55.8 109.7
1969 53.9 56.9 110.81970 56.2 57.5 113.7
1971* 55.8 57.2 113.01972 56.8
Veal
1968 1.8 1.8 3.6
1969 1.7 1.6 3.31970 1.5 1 .4 2.9
1971* 1.3 1 .4 2.71972
Pork
1968 32.4 33.8 66.2
1969 33.0 32.0 65.0
1970 31.0 35.4 6 6 .4
1971* 36.1 36.9 73.01972 34.3
Lamb & Mutton
1968 1.9 1.8 3.7
1969 1.7 1.7 3.41970 1.8 1.5 3.31971* 1.6 1.5 3.1
1972 1.7
Red Meat
1968 90.0 93.2 183.2
1969 90.3 92.2 182.51970 90.5 95.8 186.3
1971* 94.8 97.0 191.8
1972 93.9
♦Preliminary 
SOURCE* U.S., Department of Agriculture, Livestock and Meat 
Situation, (August, 1972), p. 18.
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The supply situation must also be considered. Com­
mercial cattle slaughter for the first quarter 1972 was up 
slightly more than during the same period of I97I. There 
were small increases in both steer and heifer as well as cov/ 
slaughter. However, total red meat supplies were at a lower 
level than the previous year because of a sharp decrease in 
the number of hogs slaughtered. The reduction in hog slaugh­
ter was the result of low hog prices and high corn prices 
which developed in the latter part of 1970 and continued 
through early 1971» By early February, farm prices for prime 
steers were in excess of $36 per hundredweight. This was 
almost $4 greater than the same period a year earlier. Also,
first quarter 1972 hog prices were greater than $7 per hundred-
12weight above first quarter 1971 prices.
The consequences of increased farm prices are obvious-- 
increased retail prices. The American consumer seems to be 
much more sensitive to changes in food prices than he is to 
non-food prices. This is probably because he is spending 
less and less of his disposable income on food items. Expend­
itures for food, beverages, and tobacco as a percentage of 
total consumption have been decreasing— 3 0 .4 percent in 1950 
to 2 2 .8 percent in 1969»^^ As the American society becomes
12U.S., Department of Agriculture, livestock and Meat 
Situation, (May, 1972), pp. 3-12.
^%.S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1971 (92nd Edition) 
(Washington, D.C.t Government Printing Office, 1971), p. 308.
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more affluent, people become less and less concerned about the 
necessities of life, such as food, and become more interested 
in durable goods. If the price of an automobile goes up sev­
eral hundred dollars, people may become dismayed but probably 
will not complain as loudly as they would about the price of 
meat going up by several pennies per pound. This is because 
food is bought continually and therefore consumers are very 
conscious of price changes. It was understandable that news 
items were run in papers and magazines lamenting the rising 
costs of food— meat in particular. It became such a big 
issue that the Congressional Subcommittee on Livestock and 
Grain was assigned the task, in April 1972, of fully investi­
gating the beef price structure in an effort to try to dis­
cover the reasons for increased retail prices.
The testimony and additional information submitted 
during the hearings was most interesting; not only did it 
produce useful information but the political implications 
that surfaced provided additional highlights. Without get­
ting deeply into the testimony of the witnesses, it was gen­
erally agreed that although farm prices for cattle had reached 
a level comparable to the Korean War years, the farmer was not 
to blame and that high retail prices were the result of strong 
demand. According to many witnesses, returns to the meat pro­
ducing farmer were just starting to approach a parity with 
the other sectors of the economy. The price spread between 
farm and store however, was increasing. Answers were sought
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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elsewhere and testimony was heard from cattle feeders, meat 
cutters, wholesalers, and retailers in an effort to pinpoint 
reasons for the apparent exorbitant retail prices. As could 
be expected, each witness pleaded innocence for the group he 
represented and provided convincing testimony to back his 
claims. It is interesting to note, though, that after the 
meeting on March 29, between Secretary of Treasury, John 
Connally, and the heads of twenty of the Nation's largest 
retailers, retail meat prices began to fall. This point was 
brought out in the testimony of Mrs. Virginia Knauer who was 
then special assistant to the President for consumer affairs.
For several weeks, prices at both the producer and 
retail levels did fall, probably due to a slight slackening 
in consumer demand (housewife backlash) and slight increases 
in cattle slaughter. However, by June farm prices for choice 
steers were near $38 per hundredweight in spite of the fact 
that cattle slaughter was slightly h i g h e r . W h a t  was more 
important to the consumer was the fact that retail meat prices 
for choice grade beef which had regressed to a lower $1,114  
per pound in May, rose to $1,135 in June.^^
Again, the cause for the increased price situation can 
be traced to increased demand. Consumer outlays for food for
l4U.S., Congress, House. Committee on Agriculture, 
Beef Prices, hearings before a subcommittee on Livestock and 
Grains, House of Representatives, Serial 92-Z, 92nd Cong.,
2nd sess., 1972, pp. I85-206.
^^Livestock and Meat Situation, (August, 1972), p. 4 .
l^Ibid.. p. 20.
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the second quarter were at an annual rate of $123,3 billion, 
a slight increase over first quarter spending, and more than 
five percent greater than 1971• Greater personal incomes and 
lower rates of personal savings were the main f a c t o r s . T h e  
situation culminated on June 26 when President Nixon directed 
the restraint on imported meats be lifted in an effort to 
quell rising retail prices.
Were high meat prices the only reason for the Presi­
dent's decision? No doubt, there are persons who favor total 
relaxation of all impediments to international trade and cite 
as their argument an increase in total world production. A 
study based on this contention was made by the Meat Importers' 
Council of America and was submitted to the Congressional 
Hearings on Beef Prices in April, I972. In its behalf, John 
E. Ward, Chairman of the Meat Importers* Council of America,
Inc., argued the elimination of Public Law 88-482. The argu-
1 ftments presented were informative and persuasive.
Mr. Ward pointed out that although the total meat 
production of the United States was increasing, most of the 
gains were in fed cattle used for the production of high 
priced table cuts of meat (steaks and roasts). On the other 
hand, processing meat production, that is, unfattened animals 
(lean beef— utility, canner, and cutter cows) used in produc­
tion of hamburger, sausage, frankfurters, and luncheon meats.
^^Demand and Price Situation, (August, I972), p. 5. 
1 ftBeef Prices, pp. 386-389.
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has remained at about the same level (see Table 4 ). In­
creased production in fat beef trimmings from choice beef 
was expected for calendar 1972, which, when mixed with 
leaner processing type meat, would be suitable for hamburger 
and sausage. However, the increase in fat beef trimmings 
would be somewhat offset by a reduction in pork production.
The net result would be an increase in total supply of pro­
cessing meats available to sausage manufacturers, however, 
an increase composed almost entirely of fat trimmings.
A problem arises when there is not enough lean meat 
for mixing with fat trimmings. Up until 1972, demand for lean, 
processing meat had been growing at a yearly rate of 2 .5 per­
cent. However, projections for 1972 made by the Meat Import­
ers' Council, indicated that this demand might rise by 4 per­
cent. If the trend continued and the domestic processing 
meat situation did not change appreciably, there would be an
20insufficient supply of leaner cuts to meet the growing demand.
If there were a deficiency of manufacturing meat, two
results would occur. First, the price of hamburger would go
up which would have other consequences throughout the industry. 
Part of the meat used for expensive table cuts would be div­
erted into hamburger production. Consequently, the price of
table cuts would be edged higher due to decreased supply.
Secondly, if choice beef were not diverted in sufficient
l̂ Ibid.
ZOfbid.
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quantity to the production of hamburger, the fat trimmings
derived from choice beef would become practically useless
whereas they were previously a source of additional income.
Mr. Ward had suggested that the "lean meat gap" be closed
through the importation of foreign lean, boneless beef.
Moreover, the import restrictions on red meat should be
lifted entirely in order to attract as much meat as possible
into this country from an already competitive international 
21meat market.
^^Ibid.
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ESTIMATED U.S. PROCESSING MEAT SUPPLY* 
(Boneless basis-million pounds)
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CD
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3
Lean beef, mutton and 
goat meat
Year Domestic
Imported
(Includes
veal) Total
Pat Beef 
(belly 
cuts and 
trimmings) All pork
Grand
Total
1967 2,544 895 3,439 2,121 1,391 6.951
1968 2,601 1,001 3,602 2,197 1,450 7,249
1969 2,695 1,084 3,779 2,228 1,445 7,452
1970 2,453 1,170 3,623 2,332 1,493 7,448
1971 2,580 1,133 3,713 2,355 1,645 7,713
1972 (estimate) 2,680 1,240 3,920 2,500 1,515 7,935
♦Compiled from official USDA statistics.
SOURCE 1 U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Agriculture, Beef Prices, hearings before
a subcommittee on Livestock and Grains, House of Representatives, Serial 92-Z, 
92nd Cong., 2nd sess., 1972.
ON
CHAPTER II
INTERNATIONAL MEAT SITUATION
World Production and Consumption 
of Beef and Veal
World beef and veal production has been expanding 
since 196I-1965 at an annual rate of a little over four per­
cent, however, more recently at a decreasing rate. It reached 
a total of 75,290.9 million pounds in 1971 (see Table 5 )»^
The rate of expansion was greatest in the developed countries 
because the demand there was greater. That is due to the 
higher standards of living and consequent desire for beef.
The greater return to the meat producers in developed coun­
tries has resulted in increased production through improved 
and more intensive techniques. On the other hand, less 
affluent nations may be forced to continue production at a 
slower rate until monies are spent in improving intensive 
methods. The world leader in beef production is the United
States while the leader among the developing countries is 
2Argentina.
^U.S., Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agriculture 
Circular. (July, 1972), p. 7 *
2International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, 
"Survey of International Trade in Beef and Veal," Washington, 
D.C., March 6 , 1970. (Mimeographed.)
17
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TABLE 5
PRODUCTION IN SPECIFIED COUNTRIESi BEEF & VEAL
3
CDO
Carcass Weight Basis - Excludes Offals
O■D
c5- Average
o Region & Country- 1961-65 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971*i3
CD M Lbs M Lbs M Lbs M Lbs M Lbs M Lbs
n North Americac3. Canada 1,617.6 1,887.3 1,990.1 1,908.9 1,902.9 1,929.13"
CD Mexico 1,045.7 1,058.3 1,173.9 1,250.7 1,332.0 1,401.0United States 17,862.0 21,010.8 21,613.8 21,830.8 11,271.8 22,456.8
CD
■ Ds Others 416.2 489.6 544.4 584.7 611.5 656.8Q.Cao Total 20,941.5 24,445.9 25,322.2 25,575.1 26,118.2 26,443.73
■ D South America33" Argentina 4,913.4 5,559.9 5,646.7 6,355.9 5,754.0 4,537.1o- Brazil 3.095.3 3,319.0 3,735.6 4,027.8 3,628 .8 4,023.4& Others 2,707.1 2,705.1 2,773.1 2,789.7 3,096.8 2,854.0
3"
Oc Total 10,715.8 11,584.0 12,155.4 13,173.4 12,479.6 11,414.5
E Europe
3 European Community 8,166.2 8,843.8 9,200.7 9,163.0 9,493.7 9,686.6
C/)
C/) Ireland 276.3 491.5 425.4 436.4 474.9 487 .4o3 United Kingdom 1,978.1 2,031.2 1,996.7 1,919.7 2,087.0 2,095.7Others 2,168.6 2,522.7 2,590.2 2,727.2 2,850.4 2,917.8
Total (Western Europe) 12,589.2 13,889.0 14,223.0 14,246.3 14,906.0 15.187.5
Total (Eastern Europe) 2,727.8 3,325.8 3,636.8 3,623.2 3,489.9 3,564.4
Total Europe 15,317.0 17,214.8 17,859.8 17,869.6 18,395.9 18,751.9
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USSR 7,141.9 10,417.5 11,303.2 11,418.0 11,122.8 11,871.5
Africa 1,943.7 1,9 14 .6 1,912.0 2,007.2 2,043.2 2,162.3
Asia 1,097.6 1,094.4 1,118.8 1,304.7 1,442.7 1,447.2
Oceania 
Australia 
New Zealand
1.941.4
601.1
1,936.9
652.3
1,992.7738.8
2,060.8
803.9
2,227.7
886.8
2,308.8
Total 2,542.4 2,589.2 2,731.5 2,864.7 3,114.5 3,199.8
GRAND TOTAL 59,699.9 69,260.3 72,402,8 74,212.7 74,716.8 75,290.9
^Preliminary
SOURCE; U.S., Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agriculture Circular, (July, 1972), 
p. ?• vO
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The type of beef produced in a country has a direct 
influence on the type of trade that results. For example. 
North American cattle, which are normally grain fed, are 
ready for slaughter in about two and one-half years. A high 
quality meat results which is consumed directly as steaks 
and roasts. Old cows, which are barren and yield a tougher, 
leaner meat and are, in a sense, a by-product of beef pro­
duction, play a secondary role in beef supply. As a result. 
North America imports beef of the leaner variety for use in 
grinding to produce hamburger, hot dogs, and sausages. A 
change in the type of beef produced in North America from 
the intensively grain-fed tender variety to the leaner grades 
would be unpopular with the cattle farmer, disastrous for the 
feed lot owner and in contradiction to the wants of the con- 
sumer.^
European countries, on the other hand, raise dual 
purpose cattle with milk production the primary concern.
Only part of the cattle herds, mostly the young calves and 
older dairy cows are used for beef production. Needless to 
say, beef production is adversely affected by this method 
and the supply must be supplimented from outside sources. 
Additional meat is imported from South America, Australia, 
and New Zealand. It would be unremunerative to the European 
cattle farmer and detrimental to the dairy industry if North 
American techniques were implemented.^
^Ibid.. p. 4 . ^Xbidi
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An interesting question which merits investigation is 
whether or not, in the long run, the comparative advantage 
enjoyed by exporting, developing countries would be reduced 
if more emphasis were to be placed upon intensive (grain-fed) 
methods. One of the determinants would, of course, be cost; 
and, at this time, grass feeding methods are more economical. 
Another factor to be considered is the world demand for cer­
tain types of meat. All indications point to the fact that 
demand for lean, manufacturing beef will continue to grow in 
developed countries which do not find it economically feas­
ible to increase production in that area. The world demand 
for tender, grain-fed beef will more easily be filled by the 
developed, importing countries from internal sources. In­
creased beef production, in the foreseeable future in export­
ing countries, would appear to be from pastures rather than 
feedlots.^
The developing, exporting countries which wish to 
keep their beef exports at the current or an expanding rate 
must first fill their domestic demand. Intensive methods 
may be used whereby other types of livestock production, 
namely poultry or pig farming could be developed. Such a 
plan would be labor intensive and utilize a greater number 
of farm workers, reducing unemployment.^
Since World Vfa,r II, world meat consumption has mir­
rored meat production and has increased at a yearly rate of
^Ibid.. p. 5» *Ibid,
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over one percent from 1955-57 to 1965-67. Most of the in­
crease has been concentrated in the developed countries 
where the consumption of livestock products has increased 
proportionately with rising per capita income.^
It is obvious that individual countries consume dif­
fering amounts of the several types of meat. Total world 
consumption and the relative importance of each type during 
1965-67 is shown below in Table 6.
TABLE 6 
WORLD CONSUMPTION, 1965-67
Type Percentage Million Tons
Beef and Veal 46 26 .7
Pig Meat 32 18.6
Poultry Meat 15 8.7
Mutton and Lamb 7 4 .1
SOURCE I International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop­
ment, "Survey of International Trade in Beef and 
Veal," Washington, D.C., March 6, 1970. (Mimeo­
graphed) .
Seventy-five percent of the 58 million tons consumed
Owas in developed countries.
The trend between the mid 1950*s and raid 1960*s seems 
to indicate that consumption in the meat importing countries 
of North America and Europe is on the rise while consumption 
in the major meat exporting countries of South America, and
?Ibid. ^Ibid.. pp. 5-6.
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Australia is either steady or lessening somewhat, (see 
Table 7).* This would serve to indicate that once again per 
capita income was the guiding factor in the determination of 
the choice of diet, and the magnitude of demand. Also, meat 
exporters find it more profitable to ship their meats to 
more lucrative foreign markets rather than to retain the 
commodity in their own country. This fact lends evidence 
to the notion that there is a more elastic demand in the 
developing countries.
World Exporters of Beef
As a developed nation, Australia has taken over the 
lead from Argentina as the world's largest exporter of beef. 
Estimates for 1972 indicate that exports will exceed ?00 
thousand tons, a good part of which would be shipped to the 
United States. However, additional beef markets have been 
cultivated in Japan, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union 
(see Table 8). This has placed added pressure on Australia 
to produce larger quantities of beef. In fact, prices re­
ceived by cattle farmers are at record levels and are making 
it a common practice for sheep farmers, whose wool prices have 
continued at low levels, to switch to cattle farming. Per 
capita beef consumption has gone down and the Australians are 
looking to other types of meats to supplement their diet.^^
^Ibid., p, 6,
^^Raymond A, loanes, "Demand, Production, and Prices 
Strengthen Position of World Beef Cattle Industry," Foreign 
Agriculture. (Washington, D.C.i Government Printing Office, 
March 6, 1972), p. 4 ,
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TABLE 7
DEVELOPMENT OF PRODUCTION AND CONSUMPTION OF BEEF AND 
VEAL IN MAJOR EXPORTING AND IMPORTING COUNTRIES
1955-57 TO 1965-67
(In thousand tons)
1955-57 1965-67 Increase or Decrease
Amount Percent
Importing Countries
EEC 1* 3,157 3,982 825 26
2 2,883 3,409 526 18
United Kingdom 1 1,205 1,160 •*45 —4
2 687 915 228 33
United States 1 7,022 9,488 2,466 35
2 7,017 9 ,268 2,251 32
Exporting Countries
Argentina 1 1,798 1,713 -85 -5
2 2,014 2,318 304 15
Australia 1 540 482 -58 -11
2 746 913 167 22
New Zealand 1 109 133 24 22
2 215 290 75 35
Ireland 1 43 50 7 16
2 228 312 84 37
Denmark 1 72 97 25 35
2 184 238 54 29
*1 Demand. Total domestic consumption #
2 Supply 
SOURCE I
Total domestic production.
FAO Production Yearbook; Commonwealth Economic 
Committee, Meat.
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AUSTRALIA» BEEF AND VEAL EXPORTS 
(product weight - 1000 pounds)
8■D
3.
3 *
CD
CD■DO
Q .CaO
3■DO
Country or Region 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
United States 415,457 426,467 436,009 517,606 479,528 511,611
United Kingdom 139,917 52,524 47,540 49,112 58,316 70,172
European Community 7,560 1,545 479 1,272 475 3,865
Canada 5,428 9,439 12,909 33,002 62,395 37,798
USSR — — — — — — — — — 57,846 53,128
Japan 20,395 23,457 24,844 32,180 46,180 87,674
Others 38,696 28,729 28,244 33,729 33,127 44,305
TOTAL 627,453 542,161 550,025 666,964 737,867 808,553
CD
Û .
■D
CD
SOURCE: The Meat Producer and Exporter
(/)(/)
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On June 2 8, 1972, Mr. 0 . H. Giles, an Australian 
agricultural expert, expressed his delight over the United 
States' move to lift the voluntary meat import quotas. He 
went on to say that he hoped that Australia could send addi­
tional beef to fill the demand, however, he expressed doubt 
in the notion that great amounts could be shipped during the 
remainder of the year because of prior commitments with other 
foreign markets. The severe drought which plagued parts of
the country also affected beef exports and it would take time
11for some of the herds to reach previous size.
New Zealand is in a similar situation to her neighbor
Australia, (see Table 9 ). The world's demand for beef has
encouraged that country to increase output. Domestic per
capita consumption has risen slightly. Export demand for
beef, along with increased domestic consumption, has caused
prices for slaughter livestock exported to be 32 percent
12higher than 19&9 averages. According to H. C. M. Douglas, 
the North American Director for the New Zealand Meat Producers 
Board, meat exports account for over 42 percent of total over­
seas earnings. He also welcomed the move by President Nixon 
and stated that his country could probably ship an additional 
4 percent over the previously established quota for beef. He 
cautioned, though, that before any substantially increased 
quantities of meat could be shipped to the United States, it
1 1 "Meat Quotas Decision Welcomed," Australian Weekly 
News, June 29, 1972, p. 3.
12loanes, "Demand, Production, and Prices," p. 4.
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would be necessary for his country's meat exporters to know
early in the calendar year what the opportunity for increased
shipments were. Also, the market price offered by United
States importers "would have to be as good as that offered
in other parts of the w o r l d . T h i s  fact was reiterated by
Secretary Butz when he stated, "Unless international meat
suppliers choose to sell in a lower price market— rather than
in a higher price market— the mere lifting of meat import
restrictions may not have as much effect on the supply of
meat which comes into the United States as many would de- 
iLsire."
Argentina, the second leading beef exporter, has had 
problems filling the domestic demand as well as foreign demand 
for its beef, causing retail prices to rise. This stemmed 
from the country's heavy slaughter of cattle during 1969-I97O 
and consequent depletion of cattle herds until the present 
time. Heavy slaughter was carried out in an effort to meet 
world demand and the burgeoning demand for beef in domestic 
markets. In fact, the per capita consumption of beef in 
Argentina is the highest in the world reaching 176 pounds 
per person in 1970. However, consumption fell off during 
1971 because of the government's ban on retail beef sales on 
alternate weeks. This plan is still in effect in an effort
C. M. Douglas, letter from North American Dir­
ector, New Zealand Meat Producers Board, October 27, 1972.
^^Butz, Earl L., "The Wisdom of a Positive 'No'," 
Polled Hereford World. August 15» 1972, p. 22,
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to increase export availabilities. The government offers 
favorable exchange rates to its shippers on export earnings 
to encourage beef exportation.^^
The occurrence of foot and mouth disease in South 
America has prevented Argentina from shipping anything but 
canned and cooked frozen beef to the United States. Argentina 
has made up for the loss in developing lucrative markets in 
Europe, Africa, and South America. Prices have risen in the 
country due to high export and domestic demand. Live cattle 
Î» prices have more than doubled since 1970. An easing of the
f price situation late in 1972 was hoped for, due to a 20 per-
i ’i ,
cent increase in beef production over 1971 figures.
Mexico and other Central American countries are also 
important sources of beef for the United States. As can be 
expected, beef prices are high due to strong demand. In 
addition to shipping carcass beef to the United States, Mexico 
is also a supplier of feeder cattle subject to the restraint 
of an export quota. Latin American production of beef has 
increased nearly 70 percent since the early 1960's and the 
majority of exports are shipped to the United States.
Ireland has been another major exporter of beef, al­
though most of its exports are directed to the United Kingdom 
and the European Community. Ireland has been experiencing a 
similar price situation to the other major beef exporters.
This is in spite of the fact that its beef production has
18been growing at a substantial rate.
^^loanes, "Demand, Production, and Prices," p. 4 . 
l*Ibid.. pp. 4-5. l?Ibid.. p. 5. ^^Ibid.
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TABLE 9
NEW ZEALAND: BEEF AND VEAL EXPORTS
(product weight - 1000 pounds)
8
(O '
3.3"
CD
CD■DO
Q .Cao3■DO
CD
Q .
■D
CD
Country or Region 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
United States 149,137 179.365 221,124 192,199 237.527 243,065
United Kingdom 41,823 19.743 19.358 37.059 29,508 30,173
European Community 4,283 4 ,208 2.531 2,240 3,537 4,377
Canada 3.674 5,134 6,241 78,933 75.844 58,574
USSR — — — — — —— — — — — — — — — — 11,254 14,215
Japan 7.356 6,776 3.987 6,937 5.394 8,581
Others 28,365 27.787 33,125 37.417 41,529 39,273
TOTAL 234,638 243,013 286,336 354,785 404,593 398,258
SOURCE: The New Zealand Meat Producer,
N)vO
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World Importers of Beef
The European Community is one of the world's largest 
importers of beef. As one might expect, the higher standard 
of living has produced increased consumer demand for beef 
products. The beef produced is used mainly in sausage manu­
facture, and is an offshoot of the basic dairy industry.
That is to say, only old non-productive cows, young calves, 
and surplus heifers are used for consumption. Most choice 
cuts of meat are imported from Argentina with some recent 
supplies being exported by Brazil,
Because of the European's preference for veal, the 
Community's beef shortage problem will worsen. It is obvious 
that the slaughtering of young cattle seriously depletes herd 
size. For this reason, the European Community has encouraged 
imports of calves by rescinding, at times, some of the import 
restrictions of the Common Agricultural Policy's (CAP) pro­
tectionist measures. This has become a necessity in view of 
the fact that Eastern Europe is reducing its previous level 
of calf exports to strengthen its own cattle numbers. It 
is expected that imports will total almost ten percent of 
domestic production for 1972. The relatively low, pounds,
per capita consumption of beef and veal is evidence that a
20profitable market is there and waiting to be tapped.
^Harold Sanden, "The World Beef Market," U.S., Depart­
ment of Agriculture, Foreign Agriculture, (December 4 , 1972), 
pp. 3-4 ,
20loanes, "Demand, Production, and Prices," p, 5,
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Each member of the European Community exhibits its 
own peculiarities with beef. For example, France is the only 
affiliate which maintains beef herds per se. It exports fore­
quarter cuts to West Germany and Belgium for use in sausage 
manufacture, and England for steak and kidney pie production. 
It retains hindquarter cuts for domestic consumption as steaks
and roasts. France supplements its choice cuts by importing
21from South America.
Italy is the biggest consumer of veal, much to the
concern of the other member nations. It is Italy which has
depleted most of the European Community's supply of veal. It
also imports substantial amounts of manufacturing meat from
Africa (mainly Kenya) and boneless, choice steer cuts from 
22South America.
Germany uses its domestic beef production from cows 
to supply its huge sausage industry. Argentina also supplies 
it with large quantities of tender steer cuts.^^
The "Benelux" countries are big producers and consum­
ers of low grade cow meat due to the large dairy industry. 
Their domestic price situation is not as strong as the other 
member nations. An influx of beef would therefore markedly 
reduce prices. This fact was illustrated during the summer 
of 1971 and resulted in the reimposition of import restric­
tions.^^
^^Sanden, "The World Beef Market," p. 3.
22 21 24Ibid. ^Ibid.. p. 4 . Ibid.
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The United Kingdom is the third largest importer of
beef and veal; however, its imports have been declining at a
slightly faster rate than its production has increased. This
and the strong consumer demand have caused prices to be high.^^
The English palate is accustomed to the traditional steak and
roast dinner with little desire for sausage or ground beef.
Imports reflect this fact. Australia and New Zealand provide
some choice steer cuts while France and Ireland export bone-
26less forequarters for use in steak and kidney pie.
With its entry into the Common Market, the United 
Kingdom may, initially at least, find the price situation 
stronger still. It will be forced to compete under the same 
import restraints for the same beef that the other members 
desire; also, the livestock prices in the Common Market will 
be higher than in the United Kingdom after complete integra­
tion. This will result in a flow of beef from England and 
Ireland to the Continent, compounding the problem. An occur­
rence similar to this happened during June, 1972, when the 
European Community lifted several of the import restrictions 
making prices comparable with England's. Increased numbers 
of hindquarters from England and Ireland were shipped to 
Europe. This not only upset the British meat market but the 
Dutch producers had to survive low prices caused by the 
influx of United Kingdom meat into their markets.
^^loanes, "Demand, Production, suid Prices," p. 6. 
^^Sanden, "The World Beef Market," p. 4,
2?Ibid.
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The situation in Japan is quite different. Until 
the end of World War II, the people were fish and rice eaters. 
The Westernization of the country, along with the fantastic 
economic growth and correspondingly higher standard of living, 
have caused the Japanese to change their diet to include a 
larger quantity of beef. Their domestic beef production has 
been limited, for the most part, to the famous "Kobe** beef 
which has been supplying restaurants catering mainly to West­
ern tourists. There is a great potential domestic demand
28which could conceivably increase at 15 percent annually.
It appears that the Japanese will not remain complacent in 
their quest for additional sources of beef to satisfy demand 
and to raise their very low per capita consumption of less 
than seven pounds per year. In addition to drawing off beef 
imports from the United States by importing Australian and 
New Zealand beef it has planned to vigorously expand its own 
beef p r o d u c t i o n , I n  fact, there is a pilot plan to raise 
1,000 cattle in Australia on special diets to produce meat 
especially suited for the Japanese taste. If the scheme 
proves successful, additional arrangements will be made with 
other Australian ranchers.
The Soviet Union and its satellite countries in 
Eastern Europe have given strong indications that they are 
working to improve the standard of living of their people.
ZGlbid.
^^loanes, "Demand, Production, and Prices," p. 6.
^^"Beef for Japan," Australian Weekly News. October 
5, 1972, p. 3.
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Foremost among these plans has been their expressed desire 
to increase production and consumption of beef. Not only 
have they encouraged meat imports from Australia and New 
Zealand, they have made feed grain purchases from the United 
States totaling $135 million in early 1972 and made subsequent 
contracts for additional purchases later in the year. They 
have also imported breeding stock from Western Europe, Canada, 
and the United States. As stated previously, several of the 
Eastern European Countries— Rumania, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, 
and Poland— have held back more of their calves from export 
in order to further increase herd size. This will hopefully 
be the first step in providing the niceties in life which the 
Communist nations are beginning to demand.
As noted above, nations have differing desires for 
types of meats. The United States is no exception. Most 
consumers have an affinity for the prime steak. This, of 
course, requires grain fed red meat which necessitates a more 
sophisticated, intensive farming method. On the other hand, 
the youthful population has made the quick hamburger the fore­
most convenience food. It has reached a point to where 46-^0  
percent of all beef consumed is of the ground v a r i e t y . T o  
fill the demand, the United States is turning to grinding up 
the better grades of meat, which has helped to inflate prices 
for all grades.
^^loanes, "Demand, Production, and Prices," p. 6. 
^^Sanden, "The World Beef Market," p. 4 .
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A question which might be asked is whether or not 
the exporting countries can fill the increased demand by the 
United States (see Table 10). Judging from the import program 
during the past few years, the exporting countries have had 
trouble filling the established quotas. Moreover, the capa­
bility of fulfilling worldwide demand is subject to serious 
doubt. According to projections by the International Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development (based on previous studies 
made by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development) the world demand will increase at a faster rate 
than world supply (see Table 11). The situation could worsen 
depending upon the growing demand of the centrally planned 
c o u n t r i e s . s o ,  it would appear that in the long run, the 
world beef demand would continue to be strong and that pro­
duction will be fighting to keep up with population growth 
and rising standards of living.
Assuming that imports do not rise appreciably, this 
would certainly mean that the price picture would not be 
affected to any extent. This fact has been pointed out by 
numerous agricultural economists. Geoffrey H. Jackson deter­
mined through regression analysis that the retail price of 
meat would decrease by only 2 .6 percent by 1975 through elim­
inating the meat import quotas. Most of effect would be on
33international Bank for Reconstruction and Develop­
ment, "Survey of International Trade in Beef and Veal," Wash­
ington, D.C., March 6 , 1970. (Mimeographed.)
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'îh,the lower grades of beef.^ However, this study was based on 
a full year's projections rather than the six month time per­
iod allotted by the President. So, if there is any similar­
ity in estimated price effects, the 1972 expected results 
would be reduced.
Geoffrey H. Jackson, The Impact of Eliminating the 
Quota on U.S. Imports of Beef, (unpublished extract from M.S. 
thesis, Cornell University, Jaunuary, 1972), p. 6.
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TABLE 10
PERFORMANCES UNDER VOLUNTARY PROGRAM
1969 1970 1971
Country Restraint
Level
Million
Pounds
Quantity
ovef
(under)
Restraint
Level
Million
Pounds
Restraint
Level
Million
Pounds
Quantity
over
(under)
Restraint
Level
Million
Pounds
Restraint
Level
Million
Pounds
Quantity
over
(under)
Restraint
Level
Million
Pounds
Australia 519.80 16.50 548.80 (5.90) 560.30 (42.4 0)
New Zealand 217.40 1.50 229.30 (5.00) 234.10 1.50
Mexico 67.80 (2.15) 71.50 7.00 73.00 5.70
Ireland 64.50 1.23 68.20 ( .7 0) 69.70 ( 6.60)
Canada^ 37.70 5.24- 76.00 1.10 80.00 ( 2.90)
Others 129.90 22.32 166.20 (2 .40) 142.90 ( 3.70)
Total 1,037.10 33.53 1,160.00 (6.90) 1,160.00 (4 8.40)
*Minus shortfall allocation.
^Estimates are not firm commitments.
SOURCE: U.S., Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Service, Livestock and
Meat Products Division, January, 1970.
I 38TABLE 11
NET TRADE& IN BEEF AND VEAL^ BY SELECTED MAJOR 
TRADING COUNTRIES, 1957-59. 1961-63 AND 
PROJECTION OF 1975 AND I98O BALANCES, 
ASSUMING CONSTANT I96I-63 PRICES 
(thousand metric tons)
1957-59 1961-63 1975 1980
Importers
North America _316 ..65.3 821 874
Western Europe 963 1,516
EEC 258 700 800
United Kingdom 629 549 450 460
Mediterranean Countries 
Others 49 79
145 186
27 33 64 70
Japan 10 -Li , ..ill 200
Total Importing 1,289 1,613 2,311 2,590
Exporters
Western Europe -3.57. -483 -597. -6 34Denmark -122 -170 -128 -115
Ireland -160 -217 -309 -339Yugoslavia - 60 - 81 -140 -160
Austria - 15 - 15 - 20 - 20
Oceania -.-‘1:52 zl\5. -780 .,--920
South America® -727 -815 -860
Total Exporting -1 ,454 - U 7.2.5, -2jl192 —2 ,4l4
Balance fCentrally Planned Countries
-165
60
-112
114
119 176
Balance (incl. Centrally
Planned Countries) -105 2
^Imports (+); Exports (-).
^Includes processed meat and carcass equivalent of
live animals.
d
^Greece, Spain, Portugal.
Finland, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland.
i 
f.
®Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay.
USSR and Eastern Europe.
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CHAPTER III
DOMESTIC OPPOSITION TO THE LIFTING OF THE QUOTAS
Objections by the Cattle Farmer
The most vocal objections to the June 26, 1972, 
Presidential decision came from the domestic cattleman. The 
majority believed the decision would result in a tremendous 
importation of cheaper meat causing lower wholesale beef 
prices. It was feared that many would send increased numbers 
of cattle to the slaughterhouse in an effort to reap profits 
while they could and, at the same time, cut back production 
to reduce future costs. It was feared that the real crises 
would come several years later when supplies would be at very 
low levels. Retail prices would soar to new heights and force 
consumers to pay several times the amount they are now paying 
for meat. Cattlemen's representatives indicated that this was 
a first impression and that it was still too early to tell 
exactly what the individual farmer would do. The possibility 
remains, however, and the consequences are bleak indeed,^ 
Cattlemen point out that theirs is an almost pure 
demand and supply market and that they have to operate within
Donald Ostensoe, Executive Vice President of the 
Oregon Cattleman's Association, "The Beef Import Crises," 
address to Ontario Kiwanis, July 12, 1972.
39
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the bounds of economics without the aid of any price supports.
The commodity which they produce has a long production cycle.
Overnight demand changes cannot be met with instantaneous
supply. The average life cycle for a beef animal is: "Nine
months gestation; 5-7 months on cow till weaning; 5 months in
a grass or backrounding operation; 5-6 months in a feedlot;
22-3 weeks from slaughter to supermarket," or about two and 
one-half years. Therefore, the meat producer must be a long 
range planner in addition to being a farmer.
Beef production has increased at a steady rate and 
has more than doubled during the twenty years from "1951 
(8,837 million pounds) to 1971 (21,903 million pounds)."^ 
Population increased by one-third (154.9 to 207.0 million per­
sons) while disposable income jumped from $226.6 to $741.2 bil­
lion;^ however, it has not been easy for production to keep 
up with demand. The consumer's beef consumption per capita 
has more than doubled during this period, "1951» 5^.1 pounds 
per person per year, to 1971» 113*3 pounds per person per 
year."^ As mentioned above, much of this can be attributed 
to the increasing affluence of the American consumer. Another 
contributing factor has been the transfer payment system.
^Letter from James P. House, Public Relations Manager, 
American National Cattleman's Association, October 10, 1972.
^American Meat Institute, Meat Facts 7 2. (Chicago:
1972), p. 11.
^Council of Economic Advisors, Economic Report of the 
President, (Washington, B.C.: Government Printing Office, 1972),
pp. 212, 219.
^Meat Facts 72. p. 11.
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Increases in food stamp programs alone jumped from "$250 
million to $1.9 billion from fiscal I969 to fiscal 1972," 
and the tendency to spend more of the increasing welfare 
share for better food, including beef,^
The cattlemen could, if they chose to do so, increase 
production in the short run by bringing younger cattle and 
cows (normally used to increase herd size) to the market.
The effect would immediately decrease retail prices, but the 
long term result would be a different matter. A similar sit­
uation to the one now being experienced by the European Com­
munity would occur in that long run supplies would be dimin­
ished. Instead, the cattleman has heeded the signal of in­
creased prices in the market and has retained his stock, per­
haps more than normally, to increase future supplies. In
spite of this, beef production is expected to increase over
72 percent above 1971 levels.
It is an established fact that beef production will 
have to increase to meet future demand, but according to 
Agriculture Secretary, Sari Butz, projections for I98O indi­
cate that per capita beef consumption will increase to I30 
pounds per person. This means that total beef tonnage will 
have to increase by 25 percent. The question of where the 
domestic production increase is going to come from poses the
^"The Beef Import Crises."
7john M. Trotman, personal letter from the president 
of the American National Cattleman’s Association to the Presi­
dent, June 21, 1972.
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critical problem. The farming industry has already made 
tremendous strides in increasing output, but to demand such 
an increase over the next eight years will push it to the 
absolute limit. Most of the shift from dairy cows to beef 
cattle has been completed. Also, efficiencies in feeding 
techniques seem to have reached their limits. Consequently, 
the only areas in which production can be increased would be 
in the marginal or fringe areas. That is, cattle farmers 
will have to be induced to further increase their cattle 
herds. Grain farmers will have to be persuaded to devote 
part of their land and efforts to cattle raising. If possible, 
inducement for additional transfers in dairy herds to beef 
herds must be made. Also, feedlot owners will have to be 
encouraged to keep cattle on feedlots a longer time. Obvious­
ly, the best inducement is money. Therefore, strong meat 
prices will have to be the prime motivator if domestic pro­
duction is expected to be substantially increased in the long 
8run.
It is a fear of a weak price structure that disturbs 
most cattlemen. Secretary Butz, in an effort to appease the 
ranchers, was quoted as saying that the move was intended "to 
keep our people in the habit of eating more beef until that 
time when our domestic supply can be increased. This is in 
the best long terra interest of the cattleman."^ However,
®Earl L. Butz, "The Wisdom of a Positive "No", 
Polled Hereford World, August 15» 1972.
9"The Wisdom of a Positive ’No*."
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cattlemen were not convinced and still advocate a keeping of
the import quota system. Cattlemen's representatives realize
that certain countries have not been meeting their previously
allotted quota, resulting in shortfalls. For this reason
they are proposing that there should be a reassessment of
the quotas and that countries which can deliver the promised
meat should have their particular level raised.
Another, yet lesser complaint registered by the
cattlemen has been in the possible political implications
behind the President's decision. One must realize that 1972
was an election year and the President was the recipient of
numerous consumer complaints on the subject of meat prices.
It is the cattleman's contention that the President realized
that beef prices would decline somewhat due to the expected
high number of cattle in feedlots during June and July and
subsequent high production in the Fall. Furthermore, he
could capitalize on the drop in prices if he could make the
majority of consumers believe that it was a direct result
of the lifting of the quotas. The cattlemen maintain that
the consumer, who constitutes a majority, was being appeased
11and courted at the expense of the farming minority.
Wholesomeness of Foreign Meat 
Suspicions have been voiced over the questionable fit­
ness of imported meat. This suspicion has been pointed out in
^®John M. Trotraan, letter to the President.
^^Editorial, Oklahoma Journal, June 27, 1972.
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both Houses of Congress by Congressman John Melcher in the 
House of Representatives, and Senator Abe Ribicoff in the 
Senate. Congressman Melcher, for one, has continually backed 
a proposal for the "piece by piece examination of imported 
meat" after it has entered the country. The Senate had al­
ready passed such a bill, however, the House, under pressure
12by the Department of Agriculture, failed to do so.
In the opinion of ivir. Melcher and some of his con­
stituents, there is a fear by some importers that such a move 
would provoke further reforms causing a decrease in imports. 
Consequently, countries which were shown to export "dirty" 
meat would, in turn, embargo United States' farm exports for 
the same reason. In fact, one such person was quoted by Mr. 
Melcher as stating, "Yes, we have to eat their dirty meat so 
they will eat our dirty stuff." The unnamed person further 
went on to say that the United States was exporting some 
wheat that contained rat droppings.Needless to say, Mr. 
Melcher is opposed to the lifting of the import restrictions.
The Comptroller General of the United States com­
pleted a report on February 18, 1972, and submitted it to 
Congress. The investigation, which was conducted by the 
General Accounting Office, was to delve into the Consumer and 
Marketing Service’s (Department of Agriculture) ability to
12U.S. Congress, House, Representative John Melcher, 
"Consumers Need Protection from Dirty Meat— Not More of it," 
92nd Cong., 2nd sess., March 2 , 1972, Congressional Record,
H 1700.
l̂ ibid.
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inspect foreign meat plants and products brought in through
1 ilUnited States ports. This was the first such examination 
into the foreign meat inspection p r o g r a m . J u d g i n g  from the 
results of the report, there was much needed improvement in 
both areas.
In its inspection of eighty foreign meat packing 
plants, it was found that the Consumer and Marketing Service 
(C&MS) was too lenient and allowed several to continue ex­
porting to the United States in spite of the fact that defic­
iencies uncovered should have delisted them (not meeting U.S. 
standards and therefore not eligible to export to U.S.). In­
stead, the plants were allowed to continue exportation on the 
premise that the discrepancies were not serious or that for­
eign officials had promised that corrective action would be 
taiken. Furthermore, C&MS records revealed that for several 
delisted plants it had been, on the average, ten months since 
previous inspection indicating that the plants could have 
been operating at a substandard level for an extended period 
of time.^^ .
It was also found that there were unacceptable delays 
between the time a plant was recommended delisted and the 
actual stoppage of meat exported to the United States was 
achieved. There was a delay of about seven weeks (in 1970)
U.S., Comptroller General, Report to the Congress, 
"Better Inspection and Improved Methods of Administration 
Needed for Foreign Meat Imports," B-I63450, (n.d.), p. 1#
^^Congressional Record, 92nd Congress, "Consumers Need 
Protection.•."
^^"Better Inspection and Improved Methods," pp. 12-I3,
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between the receipt of information from a C&MS inspector 
that a plant was substandard and the cessation of shipments. 
During that time the request must be approved by the C&MS 
Field Operations Division; the C&MS Deputy Administrator for 
Meat and Poultry Inspection Program; the Department of Agri­
culture's Foreign Agricultural Service ; and the Department 
of State, In this interim period the questionable meat may 
be shipped to the United States and if it clears inspection 
at the port of entry, it would be passed on to the consuming 
public.
One of the objectives of the C&MS has been to inspect 
foreign meat plants at least once a year. However, a short­
age in qualified inspecting officers has made this task near 
impossible. Also, it has been a practice to station a major­
ity of inspectors in the United States which necessitated their 
spending much of the time in transit to and from countries. As 
a result, the infrequency of inspections has lead to a highly
unsatisfactory situation which has increased the possibility
18of importation of unsanitary meat.
In each of the above three cases, recommendations 
were made to the Department of Agriculture for corrective 
actions. The Department concurred with the evaluation and 
indicated that corrective action would be taken, A general 
tightening of the foreign plant inspection program was to be 
implimented, additional foreign inspectors were to be assigned
l?Ibid.. pp. 26-27. ^^Ibid.. pp. 32-34.
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overseas» and» inspectors were to be given provisional auth­
ority to delist substandard plants to hold back meat (subject 
to the final approval of Washington) in an effort to reduce 
the time element.
Deficiencies were also discovered in the methods by
which meat was inspected at the domestic port of entry. C&MS
had established statistical sampling plans for inspection of
fresh and frozen meats. This usually involved a random sample
of less than one percent in any given lot. Depending upon
the type and degree of defects found in the sample» the entire
lot is accepted or rejected. However» no such sampling plan
had been devised for canned or packaged products. The plan
of inspection called for sample sizes from lots which were
statistically unacceptable. Because this country imports
great quantities of packaged meat» especially beef and sausage,
it was the recommendation of the report that an adequate»
uniform» statistical approach to meat inspection should be 
20established.
It was also found that there were inconsistencies 
within the domestic meat inspection program. Some inspectors 
were found to be ignorant or lacked proficiency in applying 
some of the C&NB inspection procedures. This was one of the 
major reasons for meat of some shipments being accepted at 
one port of entry, yet rejected at another port. Moreover,
l^Ibid.. pp. 35-38* ^^Ibid.. pp. 39-43.
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it was a differing of professional opinions which caused some 
ports to reject less than one percent while other ports re­
jected close to ten percent. Although in some cases, differ­
ent ports of entry received different types of meat, it was 
the recommendation of the report that the variances were too
great and that a réévaluation of inspection procedures was 
21in order.
The report was quick to point out that a major cause 
for the above irregularities was an inadequate training pro­
gram. It was recommended that there should be an increased 
emphasis placed on training inspectors in procedures and 
techniques necessary for the proper inspection of all meats. 
Also, there should be a proper method for dissemination of
information concerning new methods or requirements of meat 
22inspection.
The Department of Agriculture heeded the above re­
commendations. Improvements were to follow in the form of 
statistically sound inspection of all meats at the port of
entry, a standardization of inspection techniques, and an
23upgrading of the overall training program.
Z^lbid., pp. 44-46. 
2̂ Ibid., pp. 47-49. 
Z^lbid., pp. 50-5 5»
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CHAPTER IV 
CONCLUSIONS
The world demand for meat, beef in particular, is 
increasing at a faster rate than increases in production—  
causing prices to rise. Nations, for the most part, are 
fully recovered from World War II and their higher standards 
of living are dictating that their people be fed accordingly. 
Consequently, the world market for beef, to which the United 
States had easy access several years ago, has become extremely 
competitive causing higher prices in all grades in all countries. 
The European Community and Japan, in particular, have made sub­
stantial inroads into the available quantity of exportable 
beef. The major exporters are quite aware of the situation 
and are trying to increase production— not only to meet world 
demand, but also to meet the domestic demand of their own 
peoples. The problem arises in the fact that it takes a sub­
stantial amount of time to increase production. Unless there 
is a method discovered whereby cows could produce two calves 
per year, world production can only be expected to increase 
slowly.
The basic components of U.S. beef demand, choice 
steaks and roasts, usually cannot be obtained from foreign 
sources at the quality levels expected by the American
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consumer. American beef is mostly marbled and less lean than 
the imports from Oceania and Central America. Most of the 
meat that is imported, and that which is affected most by the 
lifting of import quotas, is frozen, boneless beef. It is 
the grade of beef which is used mostly for grinding into 
ground beef and sausage. The lifting of quotas on this type 
of beef was to help blunt the rising cost of all domestic 
beef; as the growing demand for hamburger was causing the 
utilization of more expensive cuts for manufacturing into 
ground beef.
Of course, there are two sides to this issue. The 
cattleman is opposed to the move for fear that huge quantities 
of imported meat would drive down currently strong market 
prices. There were fears that this would cause the cattle 
farmer to disdain long term herd growth in favor of seizing 
immediate profits. This would result in depleted supplies 
several years hence. Other objections were raised claiming 
that the move had political overtones. Still others pleaded 
the case of unwholesome foreign meat, which is surely a factor 
to be reckoned with.
To appraise the possible merits of the move, one 
must look at the short and long run ramifications. At the 
onset, at least, the measure was designed to be short term—  
lasting for the second half of 1972. It was supposed to 
attract additional quantities of meat to quell "unjustified 
increases in the price of food." However, the major exporters, 
Australia and New Zealand, could not promise substantial
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increases for the remainder of the year. This, for the most
part, was because of prior commitments in other markets and
the fact that there were no reserves or stores of beef ready 
to be shipped. So, the expected influx of additional meat 
may be an optimistic assumption at best.
It is difficult to project the reaction of the do­
mestic cattleman. The apparent attitude of the farmer toward 
the move, thusfar, is one of indifference or wait-and-see.
One must keep in mind, however, that the decision by the 
President was open-ended in that he could continue the policy 
after the new year. If this was the case, the reaction by the
cattle farmer might bè more noticable and truly realize the
fears of many.
If the President chose not to continue the program 
after the new year, the long run outlook would probably be 
little different than the situation now being experienced—  
sustained high meat prices with gradual but steady growth in 
domestic beef production. So, the United States would be 
forced into competing for foreign beef on an equal footing 
with other countries which pose similar trade barriers.
If, on the other hand, the President continued the 
program of no import quotas, several results are probable. 
Foreign producers, especially in the developing Central 
American countries, would have greater assurance that the 
United States would take all future available meat they have 
to offer. This would spur beef production and encourage more 
exports to be diverted from other importing countries to the
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United States. As opposed to the temporary overtones of the 
June decision, a decision to continue the freeze or total 
elimination of quotas would be taken as a definite sign that 
increased production in these countries would be justified. 
Imports would surely be substantially above current levels.
The domestic cattleman may be hurt initially by such 
a decision. Lower farm prices could result and this would be 
the harbinger of decreased production. Whether or not it 
would precipitate a drastic reduction in herd sizes is a moot 
point. However, it should be made clear to the cattleman 
that his product is of a kind which is markedly superior to 
the type of meat which would be imported. While there is some 
interrelationship between the price structure of choice steaks 
and hamburger, they represent essentially two different markets. 
Competition between the two markets may come about if the price 
structure in either were to drastically change. The initial 
result of permanent relaxation of the quotas may indeed be 
lower prices for all grades of beef. But, the price reduc­
tion is projected to be minimal and the overall price picture 
should continue to be strong. There will simply not be enough 
choice beef to meet the demand at current prices. The supply 
curve should remain inelastic and provide the impetus to the 
cattle farmer to increase herd size and production.
Recommendation
The quota established in 19&4 does not appear to 
have given the domestic meat producer protection in the
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magnitude that it was intended. This is due to the intro­
duction of voluntary restraints. On the other hand, it has 
forced the major meat exporters to establish markets in other 
importing countries. The suspension of quotas for the re­
mainder of 1972 will let some additional supplies of meat 
into the country and, in the hopes of the President, blunt 
high meat price tendencies. However, it is not realistic to 
expect that the major exporters will shift their marketing 
procedures for a possible half year gain. Retail meat prices 
will still remain high. For this reason the move as a short 
run tool will probably fall short of its intended goals. As 
for keeping the American people in the "habit of eating more 
beef," this is already a foregone conclusion.
On the other hand, extension of the freeze, or better 
still, repeal of the Meat Import Quota Act, will result in 
more concrete results. Aside from the fact that it would 
attract more manufacturing type meat into the country, it 
would importantly benefit the world economic community by 
taking another step toward global economic efficiency. Be­
cause of the strong demand for choice grade meat, permanent 
lifting of the quotas would probably not result in an apprec­
iable drop in overall meat prices as a lifting of, say, quotas 
on oil or steel. However, it would exert a downward pressure 
on the cheaper cuts of meat— perhaps benefitting the low in­
come consumer. It would also be a politically advantageous 
bargaining point in the international marketing arena.
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Two other factors must be considered if this course 
of action is to be followed. The first is the questionable 
quality of foreign meat. The Comptroller General's report 
on the effectiveness of the Consumer and Marketing Service's 
foreign meat inspection program brought this point out. There 
can be no argument to the fact that every pound of imported 
meat must be guaranteed to be clean and wholesome— just as 
domestically produced meat. Therefore, the recommendations 
made by the General Accounting Office must be followed to the 
letter. Moreover, there should be more examinations made, 
perhaps on a regular basis, on the standards maintained by 
the meat inspection service. The thought of eating dirty 
foreign meat would have a debilitating effect on the entire 
meat industry.
Secondly, there is the question of protection for 
the cattleman. If their lobby was strong enough and cattle­
men's representatives could gain the legislative support, and 
their welfare was truly at stake, the cattle farmer would most 
economically be protected through a system of price supports. 
In this way foreign imports would not be affected. Conver­
sely, the farmer would have the security of a guaranteed price 
he could receive for his labors. It would negate, somewhat, 
the possible psychological effect of great quantities of meat 
coming into the country causing a weakening of beef prices. 
While probably not as appealing as the quota system, it would 
provide the cattle farmer with some assurance and a stimulus, 
of sort, to increase his production. The price support
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alternative might even prove to be a useful method in raising 
the level of farm income to a parity with the other industries 
of the economy.
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APPENDIX I 
MEAT IMPORT LAW
Public Law 68-482  
88th Congress, H . R. 1839 
August 22, 1964
21n m
79 STAT. 594.
Tn proviilp for the free iiiip<irtnti(>ii (if ecrlntn wild aiiininlN, and to provide 
for the Impoaltlon of qootoa on certain meat and meat proriucto.
Be i t  enacted by the Semte and Home o f Repreeentativet o f the 
United Staies o f America in  Congres» aesembted. Tha t (n) item 852.20 
o f t it le  I  o f the T a ri If A c t o f 1930 (TarilT  Schedules o f tlie  United 
States; 28 F.R., part I I ,  August 17, 1903) is amended to  read as 
fo llows:
WtM anlmmk (InehMllfif birds #nd fbh) Imported for t iixe. or (or sale (or use. In mny sclentlfle public collec* I Ikm (or sxhlblllofi (or •cletillflc or eUucotlonAl pur* Iroses.......................... 1Frro Frro
(b) Ilcndnote 1 o f part 4 o f schedule 8 o f such title  I  is amended 
by s trik ing  ont "item  860.50,”  and inserting in lieu thereof “ items 
8.10.50 and 852.20,” .
(c) The amendments made by th is section shall take effect on the 
tenth day a fter the date o f the enactment o f th is Act.
Skc. 2. (a) I t  is the policj^ o f the Congress tha t the aggregate 
f|uantity o f the articles .specified in items 106.10 (i-elating to fresh, 
chilled, o r frozen cattle meat ) and 100.20 (re la ting  to fresh, chilled, o r 
frozen meat o f goats and sheep (except lambs)) o f the T a r iff Sched­
ules o f the United States which may be imported into the United 
States in any calendar year beginning a fte r December 31,1064, should 
not exceed 725,400,000 pounds; except th a t th is quantity shall bo 
increased or decreased fo r any calendar year by the same pei"centage 
that estimated average annual domestic commercial production o f 
these articles in tha t calendar year and the two preceding calendar 
years increases or decreases in comparison w ith  the average annual 
domestic commercial production o f these articles during the years 
1959 through 1963, inclusive.
(b) The Secretary o f Agricu lture, fo r  each calendar year a fter 
1964, shall estimate and publish—
(1) before the beginning o f such calendar year, the aggregate 
quantity prescribed to r such calendar year by subsection (a), and
(2) before the first day o f each calendar quarter in such cal­
endar year, the aggregate «mantity o f the articles described in  
subsection (a) which (bu t to r th is section) would be imported 
in such calendar year.
In  applying paragraph (2) fo r the second or any succeeding calendar 
ijiia rte r in  any calendar year, actual imports fo r the preceding calen­
dar quarter o r quarters in such calendar year shall be taken in to  
account to the extent data is available.
( c ) ( l l  I f  the aggregate quantity estimated before any calendar 
quarter oy the Secretaiy o f Agricu lture  pursuant to subsection (b) (2) 
equals o r exceeds 110 percent o f the aggregate quantity estimated by 
him  pursuant to s u l^c tio n  (b ) (1), and i f  there is no lim ita tion  in e f­
fect under th is section w ith  respect to such calendar year, the Presi­
dent shall by proclamation lim it the tota l quantity o f the articles 
described in subsection (a) which may be entered, o r w ithdrawn from 
warehouse, fo r consumption, during such calendar year, to the aggre­
gate quantity estimated fo r  such calendar year by the Secretary o f 
Agricu lture  pursuant to subsection (b ) (1 ).(2) If the aggregate quantity estimated before any calendar quar­ter ay the Semtaty of Agriculture pursuant to subsection (b) (2) does not equal or exceed 110 percent of the aggr^te quantity esti­mated by him pursuant to suteection (b)(1), and if a limitation is in effect under this section with respect to such calendar year, such limita- 
tk a  shall osass to apply as of the first day of such calendar quarter;
56
wild birds and 
aniiasls. 
fr« «  a n tty .
77* Stat, 420, 
19 use 1202.
Heat Imports, 
limitation.
77* Stat. 20, 
19 use 1202.
Presidential
Proelamatico,
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Pub. Law 68-482 -2 -  August 22, 1964
78 STAT. 595._______
cxrrpf. ( lin t nny lim iliU ion wJuch 1ms lircu in cffoct. fo r tlic  l l i in l  
cniciulnr qtin-Hcr o f nny rnlciu lnr ypnr sinvli conliiiun in clfoct fo r tlie  
fou rd i CAliMMlnr qnart er o f niic.Ii yc iir iinlRss I lie iirocliuimtion is siis- 
prndcil or the. to lal quant i ly  is increased pursuant to sulisci-.lion (d ) .
(3) The Secretary o f Agricu lture  shall allocate the total quantity 
pi'oclainicd under paragraph (1 ), and nny increase in such quantity 
jnirsunnt. to subsection (d ) , among supplying countries on the basis 
o f the shares sudi countries supplied to the United States market dur­
ing  a renrcscntativc period o f the articles descrilxxl in  subsection (a ), 
except, t lia t duo account may lie given to special factors which have 
affected or may affect the trade in  such articles. The Secretary of 
A gricu lture  shall ce rtify  such allocations to the Secretary o f the 
Treasury.
Preelamatlea (d )  The President may suspend any proclamation made under sub-
•uapeMlaa* section (c ) ,o r  increase the total nuantity proclaimed under such sub­
section, i f  he determines and proclaims tnat—
(1) such action is required by overrid ing economic o r national 
security interests o f the United States, g iv ing  special weight to 
the importance to the nation o f the economic well-being o f the 
domestic livestock industry;
(2) the supply o f articles o f the kind descrilied in subsection 
(a) w ill be inadequate to meet domestic demand at reasonable 
prices; or
(3) trade agreements entered into after the date o f the enact­
ment o f this Act ensure that the policy set fo rth  in  subsection (a) 
w ill be carried out.
Any such suspension shall be fo r such period, and any such increase 
shall be in such amount, os the President determines and proclaims 
to be necessary to carry out the purposes o f this subsecUon.(e) The Secretary of Agriculture shall issue such regulations as he determines to be necessary to prevent circumvention of the purposes of this section.(f ) All determinations by the President and the Socretary of Agri­culture under this section shall be AnaL 
Approved August 22, 1964.
LEGISLATIVE HtSTORft
HOUSE REPORTS I Ko. 25 (Com. on Hay* A Mean*) and No. 1824 (Com*.
of Conftrenoe).
SENATE REPORT Ho, 1167 (Com. on Finanoa). 
tXMORESSlONAI, RECORD*
Vol. 109 (1963)* Fab. 26, oonalderad and paaaad Koua*.
Vol. n o  (1964)* July 27, oonalderad in Senate.
July 26, oonsldered and paaaad Senate, amended*
Aug. 11, Houa* dlaagreed to Senate amendment*
and requaeted oonfaranoa.
Aug. 16, Houa* and Sonata «qpraed to oomforanaa 
report.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE JUNE 26, X9?2
THE WHITE HOUSE
STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT
To counter recent rises in the cost of meat, I have today 
directed the Secretary of State to remove all quota restric­
tions on meat imported in to the United States for the balance 
of 1 9 7 2. Nations which export meat to the United States until 
today have been observing voluntary quotas.
The recent rise in the price of meat is in part due to an im­
proving economy here at home causing increased demands for meat
which have not been matched by increased supplies. This action 
is intended to encourage more meat imports into the United States, 
thereby increasing the supply available here.
This action alone may not fully solve the problem. Further mea­
sures will be taken as necessary and appropriate.
I intend to monitor this situation closely, and I want to assure 
every American housewife that this Administration is firmly 
determined to prevent unjustified increases in the cost of food.
We have made significant progress in our battle against rising 
prices. We are going to do whatever is necessary to see that 
that battle is won.
Earlier this year, we announced an import program to increase 
meat imports 11 percent over meat imports during 1971. Since 
that time, however, the continuing shift in demand and supplies 
has become much more pronounced.
All meat imports, of course, will be subject to the same high
standards of sanitation that apply to domestically produced 
meat.
This action is not aimed at the American farmer; his income has 
only begun to approach reasonable levels. It is intended to 
remedy a short term shortage which is beyond the ability of our 
farmers to fill.
# # #
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON
June 26, 1972
Dear Mr. Secretary:
After careful study of the changed conditions in the 
U.S. and world markets in beef, I have determined 
that we should now take action to increase the im­
portation of meat into the United States for the 
remainder of this year.
I request that you take steps immediately with our 
foreign suppliers to remove restraints established 
under present arrangements with these suppliers.
I ask that you indicate to them that since we have 
now moved toward a freer market in meat for the 
remainder of this year, it is my hope that the effect 
of this action will be to increase the amount of 
imports entering the United States.
I further request that you collaborate as closely as 
possible with the Secretary of Agriculture to insure 
that the steps I have taken are implemented with all 
possible speed.
Sincerely,
Honorable William P. Rogers 
Secretary of State 
Washington, 0. C.
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON
June 26, 1972
Dear Mr, Secretary:
I have taken action today to liberalize the imports of 
beef. The action is being taken to help us meet the 
exploding demand for beef in this country.
As I have discussed with you, I am satisfied that in 
taking this action we are not endangering the economic 
position of our livestock producers.
Over the years they have made a sustained and essential 
contribution to meeting our growing demand for beef.
I recognize fully that their continued economic health 
is essential so that they can play their full part in 
meeting our future demands. I know you are confident 
that they will continue to make this contribution and 
that you will call on me for any assistance you may 
need.
Sincerely,
Honorable Earl L. Butz 
Secretary of Agriculture 
Washington, D. C.
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